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ABSTRACT 



A study of 207 faculty at a state university in the 
southeastern United States and 102 faculty members at the University of 
Valencia (Spain) examined demographic variables and attitudes toward money, 
income, and life satisfaction. Demographic variables (sex, age, education, 
marital status, race, current job experience, total work experience, and 
number of job changes) and money attitudes (using factors titled budget, 
evil, equity, success, and motivator) were used to predict self-reported 
income and life satisfaction. Using a five-point scale, participants rated 
their satisfaction with personal/family life and life as a whole. Multiple 
regression analyses showed that predictors of income for Americans were: age, 
equity, gender (male) , budget, and education; for the Spanish sample, work 
experience, education, evil, and sex were predictors of income. In both 
samples, married professors reported higher life satisfaction. In measuring 
life satisfaction, other predictors for the American sample were intrinsic 
job satisfaction, success, sex, and level of education. For the Spanish 
sample predictors were extrinsic job satisfaction, and age. High income 
Spanish faculty tended to believe that money does not lead to unethical 
behavior and that money is not evil. Two appended tables provide statistical 
data; also appended is the money ethic scale used for measurement. (Contains 
36 references.) (CH) 
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ABSTRACT 

People’s attitudes toward money, income, and life satisfaction were collected from 207 
university professors in the USA and 102 university professors in Spain. Demographic 
variables (sex, age, education, marital status, race, current job experience, total work 
experience, and the number of job changes) and money attitudes (Factors Budget, Evil, 
Equity, Success, and Motivator) were used to predict self-reported income and life 
satisfaction. Multiple regression results showed that for the American sample, age, 
Factor Equity, gender (male), Factor Budget, and education were predictors of income, 
while for the Spanish sample, work experience, education, Factor Evil, and sex were 
predictor of income. Moreover, for the American sample, intrinsic job satisfaction, 
marital status (married), Factor Success (low score), sex (female), and a low level of 
education were predictors of life satisfaction, for the Spanish sample, marital status, 
extrinsic job satisfaction, and young age were predictors of life satisfaction. 

Key Words: Money Ethic, Demographic Variable, Income, Life Satisfaction, Cross 

Cultural 
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ATTITUDES TOWARD MONEY AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
AS RELATED TO INCOME AND LIFE SATISFACTION: 

USA VS. SPAIN 

Money can be considered as the instrument of commerce and as the measure of 
value. Managers may use money to attract, retain, and motivate their workers. Although 
money is used universally, the meaning of money is in the eye of the beholder 
(McClelland, 1967). People’s attitudes toward money are learned through the 
socialization process, established early in childhood, and maintained in adult life 
(Kirkcaldy & Fumham, 1993). Money attitudes may reflect their previous life 
experiences (Fumham, 1984; Wemimont & Fitzpatrick, 1972). 

In the literature, money has been regarded as a motivator (Lawler, 1971). In 
America, money is how we keep score. “Income is used to judge success” (Rubenstein, 
1981, p. 34). Workers’ beliefs about money are also clearly related to their actual 
economic behavior. Most people in our societies work very hard for their money. 

On the other hand, the discrepancy notion suggests that job or life satisfaction is a 
function of a comparison between what one receives (i.e., reality) and what one would 
like to receive (i.e., expectations) (Lawler, 1981). Thus, a lower level of desire for money 
may lead to a smaller discrepancy between the reality and the expectation which, in turn, 
may lead to higher life satisfaction. It has been suggested in the literature that “high pay 
alone will not lead to job (or life) satisfaction” (Work in America, 1973, p. xvi). 
Further, pay has been considered as a hygiene factor and not a (Herzberg, Mausner, & 
Snyderman, 1959). Moreover, there are three different types of relationship between 
work and leisure: spillover, compensatory, and no relationship (Parker, 1972; see Tang, 
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1981). The results are mixed regarding the contribution of income to general life 
satisfaction. 

The major purpose of this study is to identify demographic and attitudinal 
variables that are related to American and Spanish faculty members’ self-reported income 
and general life satisfaction. More specifically, people’s attitudes toward money as 
measured by the Money Ethic Scale will be examined. 

The Money Ethic Scale 

There are several measures of money attitudes in the literature (e.g., Burgogne, 
1990; Fank, 1994; Forman, 1987; Fumham, 1984, Goldberg & Lewis, 1978; Luna 
Arocas, Quintanilla Pardo, & Diaz, 1995; Luna Arocas & Quintanilla Pardo, 1997; 
Lynn, 1991; McClure, 1984; Opsahl & Dunnette, 1966; Rubenstein, 1981; Tang, 1992, 
1995; Tang & Kim, in press; Wemimont & Fitzpatrick, 1972; Yamauchi & Templer, 
1982; Zelizer, 1989). In this study, we will use the Money Ethic Scale developed by 
Tang (1992, 1993, 1995; Tang & Kim, in press; Tang & Whiteside, 1997). 

In a study of full-time employees, Tang (1992) identified six factors using the 30- 
item Money Ethic Scale. The six factors can be grouped into three major components: 
affective (Good and Evil), cognitive (Achievement, Respect, and Power), and behavioral 
(Budget) component. Tang (1992) found that age and sex (female) are positively related 
to Factor Budget. Thus, older people and females tend to use their money more carefully 
than their counterparts. Further, high income people tend to think that money represents 
their Achievement and money is not Evil. Young people tend to see money as Evil. 

Factor Achievement is negatively correlated with satisfaction of work, promotion, 
supervision, and coworkers (cf. Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 1975) and overall life 
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satisfaction. Tang and Gilbert (1995) found that intrinsic job satisfaction is associated 
with Factor Power/Freedom and extrinsic job satisfaction is negatively associated with 
Factor Evil (cf. Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967). Blood (1969) found that the 
endorsement of the Protestant Work Ethic is positively related to job satisfaction. The 
Protestant Work Ethic (cf. Blood, 1969) is significantly correlated with Factors Good, 
Achievement, Respect, and Power (Tang & Gilbert, 1995). The Protestant Work Ethic 
(cf. Mirels & Garrett, 1971) is correlated with Factors Evil, Budget, and Power (Tang, 
1992) and is related to Factors Achievement, Respect, and Evil (Tang, 1993). 

The Short 12-item Money Ethic Scale (Tang, 1995) has three factors: Success, 
Budget, and Evil. Tang (1995) found that those who score high on the Short Money 
Ethic Scale tend to have high economic values (cf. Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1970), 
low religious values, high Type A behavior pattern, to be older, to have low pay 
satisfaction, and high political values. Money Ethic endorsement also moderates the 
intrinsic job satisfaction- withdrawal cognition relationship and the intrinsic job 
satisfaction-voluntary turnover relationship (Tang & Tang, 1996). 

Recently, Tang and Whiteside (1997) expanded and updated Tang's original 
Money Ethic Scale by examining the three factors (Budget, Evil, and Success) of the 
Money Ethic Scale (Tang, 1995) and other money-related attitudes in the literature. The 
rationale for the inclusion of these new items is provided as follows. Heneman (1992) 
found that males, white-collar employees, high performers, achievement-oriented 
employees, and those who already work under a merit plan tend to favor merit pay or the 
"equity" approach. Others may prefer the "egalitarian" or "equality" approach. Males 
allocate money differently based on their endorsement of the Money Ethic, whereas 
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females do not (Tang, 1996). Further, some people are highly motivated by money and 
consider money as a motivator (Lawler, 1971). Money sometimes can create an 
environment that may enhance unethical behaviors (Tang & Weatherford, 1997). 

Tang and Whiteside (1997) collected data from 207 faculty of a regional state 
university located in the Southeastern United States, employed an exploratory factor 
analysis, and identified five factors (15 items). Factor Budget (4 items) dealt with how 
people budget and use their money. Factor Evil (4 items) was related to the notion that 
money is evil and money may enhance unethical behaviors. Factor Equity (3 items) was 
related to pay equity concerns in the compensation system. Factor Success (2 items) 
reflected the notion that money is a sign of success or achievement. Finally, Factor 
Motivator revealed the perception that money is a motivator. 

Further Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) showed that there were 
significant differences in these five factors among participants in different colleges of the 
university (Liberal Arts, Other, Education, Basic and Applied Sciences, Mass 
Communications, and Business), F (25, 714) = 1.91, Wilks’ Lambda = .787, p = .005. 
Univariate F Tests (df = 5, 196) showed that faculty in the College of Business had the 
highest concern regarding Equity and the highest endorsement of the attitude that money 
is a sign of their Success. It should be pointed out that in that study, faculty in the 
College of Business also had the highest income among different Colleges at the 
University. 

This study investigates Factors Budget, Evil, Equity, Success, and Motivator as 
related to self-reported income and general life satisfaction in two countries: the USA 
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and Spain. It is also expected that there will be cross cultural differences regarding 
attitudes toward money and other values. 

METHOD 

Participants 

Data were collected from university faculty in two different countries. First, a 
short survey questionnaire was mailed to all full-time faculty members of a regional state 
university located in the Southeastern United States. Usable responses were collected 
from 207 faculty members. The response rate was 28.95 per cent. Second, the same 
survey questionnaire was translated into Spanish and distributed to all faculty members in 
Psychology and Economics at University of Valencia, Valencia, Spain by the second 
author. Usable surveys were collected from 102 professors resulting a response rate of 
12.75 per cent. The demographic variables of these two samples are presented in Table 1. 
Measures 

Participants were asked to complete several demographic variables: sex (female = 
0, male =1), age, education, income, marital status (married = 1, single — 2, divorced - 3, 
widowed = 4), race, length of service at the current job (in years), total work experience 
(in years), and the number of job changes. Income was expressed in the US dollars. 
Further, we measured people’s money attitudes (Factors Budget, Evil, Equity, Success, 
and Motivator) based on Tang’s (1992; Tang & Whiteside, 1997) Money Ethic Scale. 
Participants indicated their general life satisfaction by answering the following two items: 
Satisfaction of my personal/family life. Satisfaction of my life as a whole these days. A 
total score was calculated by adding the scores of these two items. A 5-point scale was 
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RESULTS 

MANOVA Results 

Table 1 shows the mean and standard deviation of demographic and attitudinal 
variables for faculty in the USA and in Spain. First, a multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) of participants’ demographic variables using country as the independent 
variable showed that there were significant differences between professors in these two 
countries, F (8, 236) = 19.16, Wilks Lambda = .606, p = .000. Further univariate F tests 
(df= 1 , 243) revealed significant differences for all variables except sex. Second, an 
additional MANOVA examining attitudinal differences suggested that the differences 
between faculty in these two countries were again significant, F (6, 294) = 9.74, Wilks’ 
Lambda = .834 ,p = .000. Univariate Ftest (1, 299) suggested that the differences were 
related to Factors Budget, Unethical/Evil, Equity, and Success. No significant differences 
related to Factor Motivator and general life satisfaction were found. 

Multiple Regression Results 

Self-Reported Income. Faculty’s demographic and attitudinal variables were 
employed in two separate multiple regression analyses (one for the American sample and 
the other for the Spanish sample) to predict self-reported income (Table 2). Results of the 
American sample suggested that age, Factor Equity, sex (male), Factor Budget, and 
education were predictors of income, while the data of the Spanish sample showed that 
work experience, education, Factor Unethical/Evil (low score), and sex (male) were 
predictors of income. 
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Life Satisfaction. Table 3 shows that for the American sample, marital status 
(married), Factor Budget, Factor Success (low score), sex (male), education (low score) 
were predictors of general life satisfaction. For the Spanish sample, marital status 
(married) and age (young) were predictors of life satisfaction. 

DISCUSSION 

This study identifies specific demographic and attitudinal variables (Money Ethic 
endorsement) that are related to American and Spanish faculty members’ self-reported 
income and life satisfaction. First, regarding professors’ self-reported income, we found 
that in both samples, male faculty members with a higher level of education and longer 
work experience (older) tend to have higher income. High income American professors 
tend to have strong beliefs regarding Equity and that they Budget their money carefully. 
High income Spanish faculty tend to believe that money will not lead to unethical 
behavior and money is not Evil. Thus, those who made more money shared some 
demographic variables and some attitudinal variables. Money related attitudes do make a 
difference and are related to self-reported income. There are also some cross cultural 
differences between professors in the USA and Spain. 

Second, we are also concerned about these professors’ general life satisfaction 
which was measured by the two-item scale (satisfaction of my personal/family life and 
satisfaction of my life as a whole these days). In both samples, married professors report 
higher life satisfaction. It is reasonable to believe that married professors may enjoy a 
great deal of support, interaction, and trust among family members, i.e., satisfaction of 
their family life, than those who are not married (Gilbert & Tang, in press). Further, the 
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present findings may also reflect the fact that the term personal/family life was mentioned 
in the measure of life satisfaction. 

For the Spanish sample, young professor are happier with their life than their 
older counterparts. For the American sample, life satisfaction tends to be related to the 
belief that professors Budget their money carefully and money is not a sign of their 
Success. Further, they tend to be male and tend to have lower level of education. These 
may reflect professors’ psychological expectations and the discrepancy notion in that life 
satisfaction is a function of a comparison between what one receives (i.e., reality) and 
what one would like to receive (i.e., expectations) (Lawler, 1981). 
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Table 1 

Mean, Standard Deviation of Major Variables (the USA vs. Spain! 



Variable 


The USA 
M SD 


Spain 

M 


SD 


Univariate 
F test 


Demographic Variable 












1 . 


Sex 


.57 


.48 


.50 


.50 


.90 


2. 


Age 


46.82 


9.76 


34.15 


9.12 


88.92*** 


3. 


Education 


21.03 


1.72 


19.81 


2.23 


21.45*** 


4. 


Marital Status 


1.39 


.72 


1.76 


.85 


12.51*** 


5. 


Income 48,452.35 


23,964.54 


23,314.07 13,441.83 


69.95*** 


6. 


Length of Service 


11.18 


9.95 


7.71 


7.72 


7.00** 


7. 


Work Experience 


20.80 


10.33 


10.25 


8.47 


58.73*** 


8. 


No. of Job Changes 


1.24 


1.50 


.82 


1.46 


4.13* 




MANOVA: F( 8,236) = 


19.16, Wilks Lambda = .606, p 


= .000 






Univariate F test (1 , 243) 










Attitudinal Variable 












1 . 


Budget 


15.46 


3.16 


14.63 


3.07 


4.63* 


2. 


Unethical/Evil 


10.89 


2.72 


11.97 


2.91 


10.20** 


3. 


Equity 


11.01 


2.34 


9.18 


2.39 


40.49*** 


4. 


Success 


5.81 


2.09 


5.16 


2.12 


6.38* 


5. 


Motivator 


7.09 


1.73 


7.17 


1.56 


.15 


6. 


Life Satisfaction 


8.51 


1.44 


8.14 


1.85 


3.57 




MANOVA: F (6, 294) = 9.74, Wilks’ Lambda = .834, p = 


= .000. 






Univariate F test (1, 299) 











Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 2 

Multiple Regression Analyses on Income (TJSA vs. Spain! 





USA 




Spain 


Variable 


R 2 Change Beta 


Variable 


R 2 Change Beta 



1. 


Age 


.22 


.37 


1. Work Experience 


.52 


.62 


2. 


Equity 


.06 


.19 


2. Education 


.06 


.23 


3. 


Sex 


.03 


.16 


3. Unethical/Evil 


.02 


-.17 


4. 


Budget 


.02 


.14 


4. Sex 


.02 


.16 


5. 


Education 


.01 


.12 









Note. Sex: Female = 0, Male = 1 . 

Table 3 

Multiple Regression Analyses on Life Satisfaction (USA vs. Spain) 


USA 




Spain 


•y 

Variable R Change 


Beta 


Variable R 2 Change Beta 


1. Marital Status .10 


-.30 


1. Marital Status .09 -.37 


2. MES-Budget .04 


.17 


2. Age .05 -.24 


3. MES-Success .02 


-.17 




4. Sex .03 


.21 




5. Education .02 


-.15 





Note. Sex: Female = 0, Male = 1. Marital Status: Married = 1, Single = 2, 
Divorced = 3, Widowed = 4. 
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APPENDIX 

The New Money Ethic Scale 
Factor Budget 

1 . I budget my money very well. 

2. I use my money very carefully. 

3. I pay my bills immediately to avoid interest or penalties. 

4. I do financial planning for the future. 

Factor Evil 

5. Money undermines one's ethical norms and standards of conduct. 

6. People perform unethical acts to maximize their monetary gains. 

7. Money is evil. 

8. Money (the love of money) is the root of all evil. 

Factor Equity 

9. People on the same job should be paid equally (equality). 

10. People on the same job should be paid based on merit (equity). 

11. Lower-level job with little responsibility should be paid less. 

Factor Success 

12. Money is a symbol of success. 

13. Money represents one's achievement. 

Factor Motivator 

14. Money is a motivator. 

15. Iam motivated to work hard for money. 

Note: Item 9 is reverse scored. 
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